Moreover, recent scholarship in the fields of history and deterrence theory questions deeply held beliefs regarding how nuclear weapons might influence the behaviour of national decision-makers. For example, declassified official documents from the Cold War reveal occasions when nuclear catastrophe was avoided by luck or seemingly random events rather than by the clearly identifiable operation of nuclear deterrence.
There are further examples where existential characteristics of alerted nuclear forces appear to have caused crises that nearly resulted in their use. Finally, a growing number of strategists and technical and political elites regard nuclear weapons and deterrence theory as anachronistic.
Some view the whole idea of nuclear weapons as out of step with today's global threats, understanding of power and notions of human rights and the rule of law. Emerging structural changes in the international system (such as globalisation) undercut traditional theories of nuclear deterrence, while trends in information technology make possible much more agile and discriminate forms of military power. These arguments dovetail with others that assert that our greater understanding of the Earth's environmental systems and humankind's interdependence with those systems has made eliminating nuclear weapons more salient. A quite limited exchange of nuclear weapons against urban areas could trigger or accelerate global climatic catastrophe (cooling rather than warming), leading to the deaths of millions who had been uninvolved in the conflict itself. Many citizens, scientists and laymen alike, view nuclearweapons abolition as an essential milestone in the development of human civilisation, a moral, ideological and practical campaign that could catalyse the transformation of international relations and improve the outlook for civilisation at a critical time.
Humanity stands at an historic juncture, facing multiple interconnected threats within a compressed timescale. Besides the potential use of nuclear weapons, these include environmental degradation, resource scarcity, climate change, overpopulation, global disease pandemics, financial crises and natural disasters. The sort of international cooperation needed to reduce the number of nuclear weapons is similar to that needed to address these other transnational threats. Elimination of nuclear weapons would
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Deterrence was adopted reluctantly at least symbolically improve the chances of successfully addressing other existential threats.
Obama, and others who seek a world without nuclear weapons, are right.
Eliminating nuclear weapons is profoundly in the national-security interest of the United States and its allies and friends. Without major progress towards the elimination of nuclear arms, moreover, it is unlikely that the world will be able to avoid nuclear use for a prolonged period or respond adequately to security challenges related to climate change, resource scarcity and environmental degradation. The international community must reject the myths and expose the risks of the ideology of nuclear deterrence if it is to successfully meet the mutual global challenges of the twenty-first century.
Challenging myths
The United States and the other nuclear-armed nations have long maintained the threat of nuclear retaliation to deter acts of aggression against them.
During the hostile ideological conflict of the Cold War, strategists on both sides concluded that only the prospect of mutually assured destruction would instil prudence and prevent decision-makers from issuing political or military challenges that bore a high risk of leading to military conflict. 3 The strategy of nuclear deterrence was adopted in the West, reluctantly, as the least bad choice for managing what was believed to be an all-out struggle with Soviet
Communism for domination of the planet and the social and political ideology of humankind. The 'balance of terror' and 'mutually assured destruction' (MAD) were not desirable strategies; they were viewed as the best that could be achieved given the circumstances of the Cold War. This was despite universal agreement that an exchange of nuclear attacks in response to aggression would inflict unprecedented damage on the citizens and territory of a nation. 4 The use of nuclear weapons on the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945 embedded the overwhelmingly destructive nature of the bomb deeply into the collective psyche. Given no clear alternatives, national-security elites accommodated themselves to the paradox of nuclear deterrence and devised complex theoretical formalisms 10 | James E. Doyle claiming that the risks of such a strategy were manageable and acceptable. In the world of nuclear deterrence, strategists were reconciled to the fact that, in order to be safe, you had to be willing to be crazy. As Winston Churchill put it in 1955, safety would 'be the sturdy child of terror and survival the twin brother of annihilation'.
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The world of 2013 is dramatically different, and it will change even more profoundly in the decades ahead. The question today is whether a strategy based on nuclear deterrence continues to be the most effective way for governments to deal with international tensions and protect themselves, or whether alternative strategies with greater benefits and lower risks are available. The answer depends in part on how our understanding of nuclear deterrence has evolved and whether it remains as stable and salient as the majority of the strategic community believed it to be during the Cold War.
Weapons of acceptable risk?
No one doubts the catastrophic consequences of nuclear war. The rapid destruction of even a small number of major urban areas in any nation would bring unprecedented devastation and loss of life. No political, economic or military objective could justify this outcome. Nor does anyone believe that any human or technological device, system or tool will operate forever without failure or error. Yet we accept the risk of nuclear war that accompanies reliance on a strategy of nuclear deterrence because we perceive that risk to be low and because no mainstream school of strategic thought is promoting an alternative.
The concept of risk includes the relationship between the consequences and probability of an event. If the consequences of an event are extremely negative, such as the devastation resulting from nuclear war, then you want the probability of the event occurring to be vanishingly small, as close to zero as possible. But the questions of the probability of nuclear war and what factors cause changes in this probability over time have seen little scientific or scholarly analysis. This is a glaring omission in strategic discourse. We know that nuclear deterrence can fail, either through poor decisions, escalation during a crisis, a series of mechanical and human errors, or malicious acts it is impossible to conduct a rational risk-benefit assessment of maintaining nuclear deterrence as a key element of national-security strategy.
Weapons of peace and strength?
Following the use of nuclear weapons against Japan, and in the absence of nuclear war between nuclear-armed nations, a powerful belief in the strategic benefits of nuclear weapons emerged. A central pillar of this belief was the assumption and assertion by most observers in the West that the US atomic bombings were the decisive factor in Japan's decision to surrender.
This allowed the claim that the use of atomic weapons actually saved tens, if not hundreds, of thousands of American and Japanese lives by ending the war without the need to invade the Japanese Home Islands. Supporters of nuclear deterrence also claim that it has proved to be one of the most effective tools ever devised to avoid warfare between major states. 10 This belief is understandable, given the frequency of conventional war prior to the development of nuclear weapons and the relative absence of direct warfare between major powers after they acquired nuclear arms. The Why Eliminate Nuclear Weapons? | 13 national-security elite of many nations has embraced these two views, that nuclear weapons can be decisive in conflict and can prevent conflict from occurring. Indeed, they have become canons of strategic thought, though curiously much more so among civilian defence experts than among military professionals who might be called on to the use the weapons.
Recent scholarship has challenged both the logic and historical accuracy of arguments supporting the efficacy of nuclear weapons in the war against Japan and the view that nuclear deterrence is the leading cause of the absence of great-power war since 1945. 11 For example, there is an emerging view among historians that the entry of the Soviet Union into the Pacific War on 9 August 1945 was more decisive in Japan's decision to surrender than the threat of further atomic bombings. Japan was already largely defeated and lacked the armed strength or industrial capacity to fight a two-front war.
The conventional bombing of Japanese cities had inflicted similar or greater devastation than the atomic bombs but had failed to prompt surrender.
Moreover, careful analysis of the correspondence and behaviour of the Japanese leadership reveals a stronger reaction to the Soviet declaration than to the atomic bombings.
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Nor did nuclear weapons end interstate conflict, even between nuclear powers. The specific causes of the absence of major war on the European continent or between the United States and the Soviet Union from 1949 to 1991 cannot be known. But a disciplined thought experiment into the most likely causes of this relative calm would seek evidence that there was indeed an intent to use military force on the part of a state facing a nuclear power and that leaders failed to employ force because of their fear of nuclear war.
Such evidence is scarce, especially outside the context of crises generated by accidents and misperceptions between great powers, which continued despite the presence of nuclear weapons. Moreover, during those crises the existence of nuclear weapons escalated the level of tension and put decisionmakers in situations where the probability of miscalculation and human error was increased. This raises the possibility that the traditional view of nuclear deterrence as a crisis stabiliser may be incorrect. It is clearly unreasonable to assert that evidence supports the claim that nuclear deterrence was the major cause of war-avoidance. This assertion is a belief, unsupported by anything approaching a strong, clear body of historically documented evidence. In fact, there is little reason to claim that the long peace since the Second World War is any more likely a blessing of the nuclear age than the logical conclusion of a substantial historical process, and one for which, contrary to proponents of nuclear deterrence, there are earlier precedents. Some scholars challenge even the view that the post-war peace is a true historical anomaly that needs any special explanation. 15 The problem with the strength of the belief that nuclear deterrence caused the so-called long peace is that it biases strategic thinking in a way that increases faith in the value of nuclear weapons without firm evidence. This perception of high value increases tolerance for the risks of nuclear deterrence. In the US-Soviet case, it appears that just the opposite was true. Rather than contributing to war-avoidance, it appears that the strategy of nuclear deterrence was largely irrelevant to deterring a major US-Soviet or NATOSoviet war. Neither side ever saw an advantage in initiating such a conflict in the first place.
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In addition to the uncertain contribution made by nuclear weapons to The contribution that nuclear weapons make today to deterring the most likely threats to the security of the United States and its allies is also dubious.
America exists in a world where none of the other states possessing nuclear arms (with the possible exception of North Korea, the strength of whose rudimentary nuclear-weapons capabilities remains unknown) has state goals or conducts a foreign policy fundamentally hostile to the interests of the United States. Today, a terrorist attack is thought to be much more likely than an attack by another state. US nuclear weapons do not deter terrorist attacks. Al-Qaeda has attacked the United States, Great Britain, Pakistan, several NATO countries, and Israeli citizens and interests. Russia has also suffered terror attacks. All these states possess nuclear arms or are in alliance with nuclear powers.
The existence of nuclear weapons in the age of global terrorism creates a very real security liability for all states. The key uncertainty in the current security environment is not whether nations will be attacked by terrorists and non-state actors but whether such actors will acquire the means to move from conventional to nuclear explosives, making their inevitable attacks of much greater consequence. To prevent nuclear attack by terrorists and substate actors, states must successfully devise a strategy of denying them the ability to acquire nuclear weapons. Current strategic trends run counter to this objective. More nuclear-weapons materials are being produced, more knowledge relevant to the construction of nuclear weapons is being dispersed, and terrorist organisations are becoming more interested in acquiring nuclear capabilities.
The priorities and requirements of this approach are vastly different from a nuclear deterrent strategy. Such a strategy of denial places priority on achieving absolute minimal stockpiles of nuclear weapons and materials throughout the world and preventing their spread to other states, because that spread increases the likelihood that terrorists could acquire them. A denial strategy also emphasises the need for the most effective security possible for the nuclear weapons and nuclear materials that do exist. But perfect security for such items can never be achieved. In September 2007, for Why Eliminate Nuclear Weapons? | 17 example, six cruise missiles armed with nuclear warheads were mistakenly carried on a B-52 strategic bomber from North Dakota to Louisiana, where they sat on a runway for hours without proper security because no one knew they were there.
18 Such incidents highlight the fact that the ultimate objective of a denial strategy is the elimination of all nuclear weapons and weapons-grade fissile materials so that there are none that could fall into terrorist hands. In seeking a world free of nuclear weapons, Obama is also seeking the security of a world with a drastically lower risk of nuclear terrorism.
Weapons of caution and stability?
Another claim made by advocates of nuclear deterrence is that it induces caution during crises, makes leaders more risk-adverse and more hesitant to take military action, and allows the resolution of crises before they escalate into major military exchanges. Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev's decision to send to Cuba nuclear missiles that could strike the United States was a reckless, high-risk action, the sort of thing nuclear-deterrence theory predicts would be avoided. The
Soviet Union knew by 1961 that the United States considered the Castro

Khrushchev's decision was reckless
revolution to be a threat to US security and was willing to use military force to support counter-revolution. Moscow had also been informed by the United States that any Soviet transfer of offensive weaponry to Cuba would be opposed. Despite this, Khrushchev and his foreign minister, defence minister and commander of the Strategic Rocket Forces (all of whom understood the potential for nuclear war and its consequences) decided to offer nuclear missiles to Cuba. 21 Adding to the risk of this decision was the manner in which it was implemented. Offensive missiles and 162 nuclear warheads were secretly transported to the island beginning in July 1962.
Following growing concern about the intensifying Soviet-Cuban military relationship and the discovery of evidence that nuclear missiles might be headed to Cuba, US Attorney General Robert Kennedy met with Soviet
Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin in Washington on 4 September. Dobrynin told Kennedy that he was instructed by Khrushchev to assure the US side that no surface-to-surface or offensive missiles would be placed in Cuba.
The same day President Kennedy made a public statement that 'the gravest of issues would arise' if any offensive missiles were installed in Cuba. Current US nuclear posture with respect to Russia seems to be completely out of step with declared policy. In 1994, Russia and the United States reached a bilateral de-targeting agreement which stated that 'for the first time since the dawn of the nuclear age -Russia and United States will not operate nuclear forces, day-to-day, in a manner that presumes they are adversaries'. 22 But if Russia is not presumed to be a potential adversary, three fundamental features of the current US nuclear force structure and operating posture make little sense.
Firstly, the force is too big. Without the need to target Russia's strategic forces there simply are not enough plausible aim-points in the world for US nuclear weapons that would require 1,500-2,000 operationally deployed warheads. For example, in an extreme crisis, perhaps 50-100 nuclear weapons
The force is too big at most would be needed to threaten devastation on Iran, North Korea or China. Only Russia's large and dispersed nuclear force has historically justified US forces totalling thousands of nuclear weapons. Secondly, there would be no need for alerted weapons. No country other than Russia has the capability to pre-empt the launch of US forces by destroying a significant portion of them on the ground. Thirdly, US nuclear weapons would not need the operational capability (in terms of accuracy and destructive yield)
to limit damage to the United States by destroying Russian nuclear weapons at their protected bases before they could be launched.
The inability of the United States and Russia to make more rapid progress and with the benefits of nuclear weapons uncertain, this level of expenditure is unjustifiable. But perhaps the greatest cost of continued reliance by most nuclear-armed states on a strategy of nuclear deterrence is that it mischaracterises the sources of danger in today's world and distracts decision-makers from adequately preparing for the most likely future threats.
Strategic oldthink
In the realist tradition of international relations theory, all nations are independent actors trying to maximise their power and security in an anarchical world. 26 Nations initiate armed conflict as a means to advance or protect their interests because they calculate the benefits of using 
A teachable moment
The destructive power of nuclear weapons can create an opportunity for a teachable moment unique in the history of human civilisation. The universal threat of nuclear war marks civilisation's passage of a major milestone and reveals a fundamental truth of the modern international security environment. Technologically advanced nations have gained and will forever now possess multiple means to destroy one another. The number of nations with these capabilities will inevitably increase as technical knowledge and skill spread across the globe. Nuclear weapons may be only the first example of such a capability. New and more devastating means of human destruction may constantly appear as science and technology advance.
We must learn that the greatest meaning of the nuclear revolution is that every government facing a nuclear-armed rival has been forced to conclude that 'my adversaries' sense of security is now my concern', and integrate that understanding into strategy, force planning and operations.
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Paradoxically, certain actions that might increase a state's military capability against its rival are in fact contrary to its interests because they could panic that competitor into initiating nuclear war. This need to take the perceptions of an enemy into account and accommodate them for the sake of one's own security is transformative.
The nuclear paradox can help us learn by providing clarity for a valuable new understanding: the nearly instantaneous global reach of nuclear weapons and their widespread proliferation crystallises unlike any other human construction the fact that seeking security from a purely nationalist perspective is ineffective and unscientific. The physical, biological and environmental sciences increasingly reinforce this and tell us that there is no such thing as national security, there is only international or collective security. The alternative is collective insecurity.
| James E. Doyle
Nuclear weapons can only have a positive legacy if we learn from them.
An international security system based the willingness of nations to commit mutual suicide to protect themselves has always been recognised as a suboptimum solution to the security dilemma. It is fraught with great risk to the world's nations and peoples and we should be ceaselessly striving for more rational and humane ways to achieve security. Nuclear disarmament has been pursued for more than 60 years and enshrined as a law-backed international goal not because it is the moralistic pipe-dream of the uninformed citizenry, but because many serious practitioners of international statecraft see it as an essential goal of a sustainable international order.
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It is not beyond the capabilities of government leaders and institutions to internalise the understanding that major war between modern states can no longer produce security benefits. It is not necessary to continue living with the risks of nuclear deterrence in order reap the cautionary benefits bestowed by the knowledge that modern nations can destroy one another.
President Ronald Reagan likened nuclear deterrence based on mutually assured destruction to 'two cowboys in a frontier saloon aiming their guns at each other´s heads permanently'. This is why he concluded that 'nuclear war cannot be won and must never be fought'. That such a taboo exists and has strengthened over the years is indeed an affirmation that the idea of using nuclear weapons in the name of national defence is viewed by most people as morally illegitimate and incompatible with basic human values. It is also welcome evidence of the existence and strength of those values. Unfortunately, many observers regard the nuclear Why Eliminate Nuclear Weapons? | 27 taboo as a reason to believe that the risk of nuclear war is overblown. They are confident that, despite the vulnerability to unforeseen events and human and mechanical error, nuclear weapons will not be used because controls are adequate, cooler heads will prevail and no leader will want to violate the mores and norms of the nuclear taboo.
Rather than being complacent with regard to existing reliance on nuclear weapons and the attendant risks to civilisation, an effort should be made to nurture and strengthen the taboo and extend it to cover all military conflict among or against nuclear-armed states. There is no compelling reason why governments can't realise that launching major war between nuclear states carries such a high risk of leading to nuclear use that they must, in essence, treat it with equal opprobrium to nuclear use and adopt a taboo against major wars as well. Why do we need the day-to-day presence of the threat of nuclear destruction and the architecture that creates it to benefit from the taboo against initiating Armageddon?
If human civilisation is to survive it must demonstrate that violent conflict between major states is avoidable. This is not a new or radical concept. It clean water management and low-impact, high-productivity agriculture.
Nuclear weapons should be eliminated because there is a real historic opportunity to do so and because failing to do so will imperil current and future generations as they try to manage a host of inevitable global security problems. Transformation in the way states interact will be necessary before the last nuclear weapons are eliminated, but tangible progress toward nuclear disarmament cannot await the resolution of all international conflict.
International conflict existed before nuclear weapons were invented, persists while states possess nuclear arsenals and will remain after nuclear weapons are eliminated from those arsenals.
Obama said in Prague that the elimination of nuclear weapons might not be achieved in his lifetime, but 2045 -34 years from now, when Obama will be 84 -will mark the 100th anniversary of the atomic bombing of Japan. Three-and-a-half decades is time enough for the world to transition away from the ideology of nuclear deterrence and to dismantle the system of nuclear forces deployed in the name of national defence. Each passing year will bring the need to support Obama's vision of a world free of nuclear weapons more sharply into focus. The international community has the opportunity to honour the memory of the victims of Hiroshima and Nagasaki by eliminating nuclear weapons from the arsenals of the world within a century after they were unleashed. National Security
Los Alamos National Lab in Los Alamos, New Mexico. Larry Lamsa/Flickr James E. Doyle's ordeal with Washington began one morning in early February last year, when his supervisor stopped by his desk at Los Alamos National Laboratory and told him that senior managers wanted copies of all his publications.
The 55-year-old political scientist asked the reason for the request, and he eventually was told that someone at the House Armed Services Committee wanted to see the publications. But Doyle said officials refused to tell him who it was or why.
Later that day at the lab's New Mexico campus, he said, two members of a Security Inquiries Team abruptly arrived with a special, silver-colored briefcase for secure documents, and pulled out an article he published a few days earlier on the website of a London nonprofit group. They claimed that the article, an impassioned critique of the political theories undergirding the nuclear arms race and a defense of President Obama's embrace of a nuclear weapons-free future, contained classified information.
The assertion astonished Doyle, since the laboratory's security authorities had already reviewed the article and declared it unclassified. But it was the start of a series of events in which Doyle first had his pay docked and his security clearance withdrawn, and then eventually was fired.
He got that final news last month --on July 8, a day after the Center for Public Integrity asked the Energy department's National Nuclear Security Administration, which runs the nation's nuclear labs, about the dispute over his article. "I was shocked," he said, shortly afterward. "I am still shocked."
Experts say Doyle's treatment raises questions about the commitment of the nuclear weapons labs -which face increased competition for resources amid declining military interest in their key product -to intellectual independence in their workforce. Top lab and Energy Department officials have responded to the case by urging that all writing by their employees on topics related to their work be subjected to pre-publication review, even when written on their own time.
Doyle, officially a contractor, said he was told that he was being let go as part of a program of layoffs at the New Mexico lab. But he says he believes the sudden firing was instead part of a Washington-inspired campaign of retribution for his refusal to stay on message and support the lab's central mission, namely its continued development and production of nuclear arms, at a cost of almost $2 billion per year there.
"Classification has been used against me for the purposes of censorship of the article and retaliation against me for writing the article," said Doyle, who is now looking for work with two children in college and another headed there.
Los Alamos officials did not respond to several requests for an interview with an official who could discuss the case. Derrick Robinson, a spokesman for the Energy agency's National Nuclear Security Administration, which oversees Los Alamos, said he was seeking official comment. But none was received by press time. 
"The idea that this is revealing secrets is ridiculous."
"Nobody would go after this article on classification grounds unless they were pursuing a political agenda, and it is amazing to attack someone politically for writing an article in support of a policy of the president of the United States," said Matthew Bunn, a former White House official under President Clinton and now a nonproliferation expert at Harvard's Kennedy School of Government.
"The classification system, of course, is not supposed to be used for political purposes," Bunn said. "It is only to prohibit the release of information if it would damage the security of the U.S. And there's nothing in this article that could in any way damage the security of the United States."
Calling nuclear deterrence an outmoded myth
Although Doyle has left Los Alamos, he said in a telephone interview that he cannot discuss the published article that started it all -not even its name or the title of the publication it appears in. Doing so might violate the Laboratory's nondisclosure agreement pertaining to information it deems classified.
An Energy department Office of Hearings and Appeals decision last month, which dismissed a whistleblower claim Doyle filed over his treatment, also did not name Doyle's article, in keeping with lab classification rules.
But the Hearings report said it was published in "an international journal" in early February 2013. Doyle's 8,644-word article, entitled "Why Eliminate Nuclear Weapons," is the only article Doyle published in an international journal around that time. Its subtitle asserted that "the world must reject the myths and expose the risks of the ideology of nuclear deterrence if it is to meet the challenges of the twenty-first century" -foreshadowing its detailed critique of the nuclear policies supporting most of Los Alamos' work over the past 71 years.
Doyle, who holds a doctorate in international studies from the University of Virginia, has been at Los Alamos for the past 17 years. Before he joined the lab, he said, he wrote the Department of Energy's strategic plan for keeping weapons-grade uranium and plutonium stored at hundreds of sites scattered across the former Soviet Union from falling into the wrong hands. He referred to this risky state of affairs as "the babushkawith-uranium-in-the-chicken-shed" problem.
As a nuclear safeguards and security specialist in the lab's Nuclear Nonproliferation Division, which has 250 employees and an annual budget of about $185 million, Doyle has studied ways to verify reductions in United Subscribe More options ?
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-Dana Allin, editor of Survival States and Russian nuclear weapons stockpiles beyond the current levels.
He also edited a textbook, Nuclear Safeguards, Security and Nonproliferation:
Achieving Security with Technology and Policy, which, he said, is used in three dozen universities in the U.S. and abroad.
To perform his analytical work, Doyle long held a "Q" clearance giving him access to sensitive nuclear weapons-related information, as well as a separate clearance to review secure, compartmented information on foreign nuclear programs. He was trained to classify documents and, he says, for a time wrote the weekly intelligence briefings for the Los Alamos lab director. Doyle said he worked for months, in his spare time, on the article at the center of the controversy. Since it was not prepared at work, lab rules didn't require him to submit it for pre-publication classification review, according to Richard Wallace, who was Doyle's supervisor at the time in the Nonproliferation Division and is now retired, suggested that Doyle's views had long made him a bit of a fish out of water at the lab. "He was extremely knowledgeable; he was well respected in his field," Wallace said. But it had been hard in recent years to find funding for "the expertise he had. The lab isn't known for looking at political issues related to nonproliferation and disarmament."
Still, Wallace said that no one at the meeting involving Fearey, which he also attended, raised classification concerns. "They didn't necessarily agree with the logic that he used and the conclusion he came up with," Wallace said, but "they wouldn't ask the laboratory to stop publication."
Wallace said his impression was that Fearey and other senior managers wanted Doyle to "re-evaluate" his approach. Doyle said he asked Fearey to send him suggested changes, but Fearey never did.
Another laboratory employee familiar with the controversy, who spoke without approval and so asked not to be named, said that Doyle's views upset management, but not the scientists and others who worked with him and who expect the labs to respect academic traditions of open inquiry. "It's a well-argued opinion piece by a subject matter expert," the employee said. "A scientist can respect that. Los Alamos National Labs should not be political." Doyle argued in the piece that nuclear deterrence was a "myth" and that declassified documents showed that the world avoided several nuclear catastrophes during the Cold War only by sheer "luck." He said that "a growing number of strategists and technical and political elites regard nuclear weapons and deterrence theory as anachronistic," since even limited nuclear exchanges would have damaging consequences elsewhere in the world.
He wrote that nuclear weapons don't build confidence in crises but raise the price of miscalculation. There is, he added, little evidence that building nuclear weapons keeps one's enemies at bay, noting that Egypt, Iraq, and Syria have attacked Israel at various times, Argentina attacked Britain, and Al Qaeda attacked Pakistan, Britain, the United States, and Israel. "Eliminating nuclear weapons is profoundly in the [U.S.] national-security interest," Doyle concluded. Though it hardly appears to have been necessary, a note appended to the printed article said its views "are the author's own and do not represent those of the Los Alamos National Laboratory." Dana Allin, the editor of Survival, said in an interview he had heard that there was a reaction to Doyle's article at Los Alamos but not that any disciplinary measures were taken. "This was a think piece," Allin said. "This was driven by a keen understanding of concerns about nuclear deterrence. It's the kind of thing we publish all the time."
He added: "The idea that this is revealing secrets is ridiculous." Doyle's references to Israel's nuclear arsenal could not possibly be considered secret, said Nate Jones, who deals with nuclear-related, declassified documents at the nonprofit National Security Archive, affiliated with George Washington University. "We have a bunch of postings on our site [referring to Israel's bombs] that were declassified officially through regular channels," he said.
Jones said that as far as he can tell, the article did not betray any secrets.
Demanding the surrender of a home computer
Los Alamos National Lab budget
Source: Nuclear Watch New Mexico & Department of Energy After his "international journal" article was published online Feb. 1, 2013, Doyle's life at Los Alamos took on a surreal quality, according to his recollection.
First came the mysterious demand Wednesday, Feb. 6, for his published works.
Did the office really want all of the scores of publications? he asked officials. Doyle had published more than 100 articles in a variety of journals, magazines and websites since joining the lab in 1997. Yes, he said he was told, they wanted everything. His superiors would not tell him why, emails obtained by the Center show.
Scott Gibbs -the associate director at Los Alamos for threat identification and response at the time and Doyle's superior -provided some answers in a telephone interview. He said he heard complaints about Doyle's article from a scientist with the lab's Weapons Program Directorate, which makes the products the article savaged.
It was a sensitive moment for an anti-nuclear message to emerge from within the lab. During this period, Los Alamos officials and their Republican supporters on the House Armed Services committee were trying to find the funds for a new $6.5 billion factory at Los Alamos for plutonium "pits," the baseball-sized spheres that form the core of most nuclear weapons.
Gibbs said he personally did not agree with the views expressed in Doyle's disputed article because he believes in the mission of the weapons lab. "One of the reasons Los Alamos exists, one of the reasons I spent my career there, is to ensure that the things that we are able to do in this country, no one else is able to do, can be done," he said.
But Gibbs said in the interview that the complaint he heard from the weapons directorate, after its publication, was that it might contain classified information. He declined to specify which details had raised this concern. But he said he immediately alerted the lab's Security Inquiries Team and called the classification office. Officials there told him the article had been cleared before its publication.
Within hours, he said, he got a call from the lab's top government relations office in Washington, Patrick Woehrle, a former congressional staffer who had worked closely with the Energy Department and whose job it now is to ensure smooth relations between the lab and the lawmakers and staff who fund its work.
Gibbs, who retired in May after 28 years at the lab, said Woehrle told him someone -Gibbs said he didn't know who -on the House Armed Services Committee staff had also raised concerns that the article might contain classified information. He said the staffer to his knowledge had not complained about its content or point of view.
"We're looking at it, and we're on top of it," Gibbs recalls telling Woehrle. He added that "it's not unusual for them to call and ask the lab questions if they see something they question," referring to the committee staff. Woehrle did not respond to requests for comment.
On Feb. 7, 2013, according to the internal lab report and Energy Department documents, the lab's chief classification officer Daniel Gerth summoned Doyle to a meeting in his office. There, three "derivative" classifiers -people who have been trained to review documents for classified material -told Gerth that they found no secret information in the article.
But Gerth overruled them all and declared that the document -published a week earlier on a website that reaches thousands of people a month, according to Survival editors -was classified. Reached by phone, Gerth declined to discuss the meeting or his rationale but said that he had the final word on classifying the article. "I'm the only classification officer at the lab," he said.
Gerth and other lab officials made no effort to have the published article withdrawn from circulation, according to Survival's editor. But for Doyle, events took an even stranger turn. After a computer expert on the security team learned Doyle had transferred drafts of the article, retroactively deemed classified, between his work computer and his home computer, lab officials ordered him to bring his home computer to the office so all traces of it could be expunged.
Doyle promptly refused, and the internal lab report described him as "initially combative and uncooperative," though he later was fully cooperative. Doyle admitted he was upset, but denied losing his temper. "This doesn't feel good to me and I'm not doing it," he recalls telling them. But he relented, he said, because officials told him that for every day he refused to surrender his home computer, he would lose a day's pay.
He said he then watched as a security expert spent 20 minutes searching his computer, which held one of his children's college applications and his personal banking and insurance information, purging drafts of the article. He said he later discovered that they had missed one of the copies.
As a result of his initial resistance, the lab also suspended his Q clearance for one month. And it suspended all his work-related travel.
Later in February, Doyle said, they also "withdrew" -but did not revokehis access to Sensitive Compartmented Information on foreign nuclear programs.
Gibbs said the decision was part of what he called a "routine" review of such clearances. "If you're not working on a project in which you need clearance, you don't get it," he said. "You get it back later if you're working on a project that requires it."
Mark Zaid, Doyle's Washington-based lawyer, said that if the clearance had been revoked, Doyle could have appealed. But instead the lab said it would no longer sponsor Doyle's clearance. "That's not uncommon," Zaid said. "That is a retaliatory tool that agencies can use without affording employees, or contract employees, any type of due process because there's no challenge that can be made to that. It's not viewed as a retaliatory action. That can be incredibly significant to their career." Doyle, deeply shaken by the lab's handling of the incident, was unwilling to let the episode drop. He emailed the laboratory's chief representative in Washington, asking who at the Armed Services committee had contacted him. Woehrle responded in an email: "Please run this request up through your management chain." Doyle also pressed Gibbs for the name of the person at HASC who raised questions about his article. "We will not release information about the individuals from HASC who provided feedback about your article, nor will we go into the specifics of that feedback," Gibbs wrote in an email. "We consider those communications to be in confidence. You are free of course to contact any member of the HASC or their staffs as a private citizen." But he warned Doyle that he couldn't use his Los Alamos email to do so.
A knowledgeable congressional source said the complaint about the Survival article did not come from the Democratic side of the House committee. Claude Chafin, a spokesman for the Republican staff, said "we have a constant back and forth with the agencies we deal with on a variety of topics." But he said "I'm not going to comment on conversations this committee has with anyone we routinely engage with." "I'm not confirming or denying that any complaint was ever forwarded [to Los Alamos]," Chafin said. "If DOE has taken some kind of action against one of their employees, ask them about it. I think this is silly."
The Los Alamos main gate, from the Atomic Testing Museum. Jess Sand/Flickr
Confusion and ambiguity but no relief
Before being fired, Doyle lodged several complaints about his treatment with ethics officers at the lab and the Energy Department, without any success.
In Sept. 2013, David Clark, program director of the lab's National Security Education Center, wrote in a 5-page report for its research integrity office that did not mention Doyle by namebut clearly addressed his case -that he had examined whether the lab had used classification policy "to suppress his views on nuclear weapons policy" and later retaliated for his protests by withdrawing his security clearances.
In his report, Clark concluded the employee in question had followed the rules and acted "in good faith." He also wrote that the lab's policies regarding privately-conducted work were unclear and that enforcement of classification guidelines was marked by poor training and the absence of consensus. For Los Alamos employees, Clark wrote, "this is an unacceptable situation."
But Clark also concluded that those who felt the article in question contained classified information "were all acting in good faith" and so he found "no evidence of infringement of intellectual freedom." His opinion did not detail how he reached this conclusion, but recommended that in the future the laboratory make clearer to its employees that anything they write as private citizens must be submitted for classification review if it relates to their lab work.
The director of DOE's Classification Office in Washington, Andrew WestonDawkes, also turned Doyle's appeal aside, ruling instead that Gerth had reasonably decided the Survival article was classified. Weston-Dawkes, who has been in the office for the past 20 years, further warned that anytime a lab employee is identified as such in any publication -even a privatelywritten one -"it is inferred to express the knowledge gained as a cleared Government employee" and thus needs review. Doyle's complaint was also reviewed by the State Department's classification office, which affirmed that the Survival article contained classified information pertaining to national security. (The department has no jurisdiction over atomic energy secrets.)
A State Department spokesman did not respond to repeated requests for comment on the case. But Gibbs, in the interview, noted that the material at issue was the subject of a "long-standing disagreement" within the government over whether it should be considered classified.
"I certainly don't see any classified or even sensitive information in this article," said Steve Fetter, a nuclear physicist and associate provost at the University of Maryland who served in the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy during President Obama's first term. "I can only imagine that Doyle is being punished for the policy views that he espouses." Doyle also filed a complaint with a whistleblower protection office at the
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His complaint was summarily dismissed by NNSA, and when he appealed to the Energy Department's Hearings and Appeal Office, director Poli A. Marmolejos ruled in June this year that Doyle's case didn't meet the agency's standard for whistleblowers.
To qualify for special protection, Marmolejos wrote, Doyle would have to have disclosed "substantial" law-breaking by the lab. "In our view, a debatable assertion that an official misapplied classification guidance does not rise to the level of disclosing a 'substantial violation' of a law, rule or regulation," Marmolejos wrote.
Doyle's lawyer, Mark Zaid, said that the decision was an example of how the executive branch agencies don't take the manipulation of classification rules as seriously as they should. "Misclassifying information… is clearly a violation of a rule, law or regulation to me. It goes to the heart of our system," Zaid said. Marmolejos referred requests for comment to the public affairs office.
Clark's report, however, makes clear that both Los Alamos and the Energy Department have had difficulties following classification guidelines. He said that the lab had declared another article was unclassified that DOE said was classified, after its publication. "The subject area in question is subjective and ambiguous," he wrote. Doyle said he is not certain where he will end up, though he plans to continue to work on nonproliferation and disarmament issues. "I pursued a career in national security with the motivation of improving the national security policy of my country," he said. "And there's nothing conflicting in advocating the elimination of nuclear weapons and maintaining the security of the United States."
Managing editor for national security R. Jeffrey Smith contributed to this
article.
